obstructing all horizons. [...] I can well imagine that Palestine will get dangerously close to the abyss and I assume that the Jews, in a paradoxical situation, will then come to their senses -as ever. Everywhere the economy is booming, it's all hard work and speculation. There is little interest in intellectual things except amongst the workers and almost none in things Jewish. A newly prospering petit bourgeois middle class is evident everywhere, not only in Tel Aviv.' (Neumann to Jung, June/July 1934, 17) Neumann, a dedicated Zionist, was among the few psychologists of Jungian provenance that arrived in Mandate Palestine at that time (Jung & Neumann, 2015) . Amongst this small group was also the psychologist James Kirsch who had settled down in Tel Aviv in the previous year (Jung & Kirsch, 2011) (Rolnik, 2012) .
In contrast to the psychoanalysts emigrating from Germany, there was hardly any organisational support awaiting Jungian therapists at that time. But due to the increasingly dangerous situation in Nazi Germany, others with ties to the Jungian world would follow and put their share in the development of Analytical Psychology in the region. It was not before 1958, however, when the First International Congress for Analytical Psychology was held in Zurich from 7th to 12th August 1958, that a representative body for Jungian therapists in Israel was created. On this occasion a small group of Israeli psychologists, represented by Erich Neumann, was accepted as a charter group member of the IAAP (International Association of Analytical Psychology), which marked the foundation of the Israeli Association of Analytical Psychology (Kirsch, 2000, 179-188) .
The history leading up to this official birth-date is mainly associated with the efforts of Erich Neumann -and rightly so -however, this has been to the detriment of a number of other therapists, scholars and patients that have been forgotten or deleted from this historical narrative. During my work on the edition of the correspondence between C.G. Jung and Erich Neumann I came across their names, often only casually mentioned as part of an episode, and tried to find the stories and fate behind them. In this article I discuss the contributions to the development of Analytical Psychology in British Mandate Palestine, later Israel, of two such figures, Max M. Stern (1895 Stern ( -1982 and
Margarete Braband-Isaac (1892 -1986 . Both had been in personal contact with
C.G. Jung and built a bridge between the isolated Jewish therapists in British
Mandate Palestine and the Zurich circles. In Tel Aviv they collaborated for a while with Neumann, with whom both fell out for different reasons. This article shows the reason for these controversies with Neumann and tries to find the reason for the historical marginalisation of those two characters. It thus offers a new contribution to the neglected history of Jungian Psychology in British Mandate Palestine and Israel.
The controversy between Erich Neumann and Max M. Stern (1937-39).
On 19 December 1938 Jung wrote to Erich Neumann in Tel Aviv, that a certain Dr Stern had written to him informing him about his comprehensive correspondence with Neumann: 'It is obvious from this that the devil has stirred things up between you.' (Jung & Neumann, 2015, 147 ) Almost a year later on 15 November 1939 we find the following reply by Neumann:
'One more remark about Dr Stern. Without question, the devil has stirred things up there, the affair has taught me a great deal, also about myself.
Anyway, the fact that he has become a passionate Freudian with all the accessories in the meantime confirms to me that his analysis with me was abysmal, but it has also shown me that my scepticism towards him that he did not "experience" and realise the contents was not completely incorrect.
I understand that one cannot always reach Jung from Freud, but to regress from Jung to Freud seems to me to be a moral defect, […]' (Jung & Neumann, 2015, 153) The argument between them took place in October 1937, when Stern gave a lecture in the presence of Neumann. (Stern to Jung, 6 November 1938) Stern did not accept Neumann's apology that his aggressive tendency would be part of his character, which one has to affirm with the rest. Not only would it reveal his ignorance of fundamental analytical concepts such as resistance and affect, but would also demand that the patient to give in to the sadistic side of the therapist. (Jung to Stern, 19 December 1938) Having written that, the manuscript and letters were sent back to Stern. In a similar way he responded to Neumann: once the devil had stirred up thingsmeaning transference had taken its toll -and one has become aware of this, one must not say any more, but return to oneself. 1951, 1954 and 1957 . In psychiatry, Stern is remembered for coining the phrase 'blank hallucination' (Blom, 2009; Campbell, 1996) , which he understood as 'stereotyped sensory perceptions without appropriate external stimuli. Lacking any content related to persons, objects, or events, they are close to elementary hallucinations as which we designate such unformed perceptions as sparks, lightning streaks, cloudlike phenomena, etc. They differ in intensity, frequency, and duration, ranging from formes frustes like hazy blurring of perception, to full hallucinations.' (Stern, 1961, 205) conflicts and create the so-called transference neurosis. In the latter, the manifest aspects of the transference complex are replaced by the unfolding of the latent transference manifestations relating to earlier phases of libidinal dependence.' (Stern, 1957a, 154) And here, in the letter to Jung, is what Stern wrote about his therapy with Neumann twenty years earlier, which seems to give a vivid picture of precisely the frustration Stern was writing about:
'He [Neumann] obviously does not know anything about an unconscious resistance that has to be made conscious by the analyst. This is a bad moral flaw of the patient's character, which brings to a breakdown every analysis.
Disgraceful analysis, he writes turning scarlet. O sancta simplicitas! I even spoke about the resistance in analysis repeatedly. I explained to him that I won't visit his lectures anymore in protest and much more.
Presumably he did not believe that I was capable of such wickedness.' (Stern to Jung, 6 November 1938) We can assume that the failure of Neumann's treatment was partially responsible for Stern's turn towards psychoanalysis, which puts a greater emphasis on the aspect of transference. However, Stern was not uncritically (Stern, 1988, ix) In the writings of Stern I have not found a passage where he relates this criticism to Neumann, but the lack of a scientific basis for his theory was brought forward by someone else, namely by Michael Fordham. (Astor, 1995) In 'I am sure you will speak to Dr. Braband; as I have the fully ungrounded impression that she wishes to leave Palestine, I would like to urge you not to believe all the negative things she says -if she does so. She does not see the truly hellish shadow problem at all, not in micro or in macro, it seems to me. Possibly we will all perish from it -only we? -but it is terribly overwhelming to see how the acceptance of the shadow, earth and blood all belong together and how obviously, even today, the longing for roots and the offering up of blood sacrifices to the earth belong together.
The fact that one has the 'evil eye' because one comprehends but is distanced from it does not make it easier, especially as one can only do anything about it in individual work and otherwise one must be silent for the time being.' (Neumann to Jung, 3 April 1948, 220- (Buber to Neumann, 13 November 1935 , in Löwe, 2014 In 1955 Neumann replied: 'I am aware of the controversy in the Merkur, and the remark is my short contribution to it, and I fully intended your readers to consider it a reference to Buber. Should a 'wound' still exist, I would be delighted to act as a soothing ointment for Jung.' (Neumann to Merkur, 23 May 1956 
